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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
In many therapy situations it has been observed 
that a patient's expression of anger toward a significant 
person has seemed to lift his or her depression, at least 
momentarily. 
The dynamic relationship between depression and 
hostility has been an important focus of clinical inves-
tigation since 1911 (Abraham, 1968). However, the develop-
ment of research tnstruments to measure depression and 
hostility as traits and states has only occurred more 
recently. These kinds of measures have been useful in 
finding out how affects coexist and interact dynamically 
in a person. 
Depression is probably the most common of the 
psychopathological conditions in the United States. In 
the general population, as high as 23.6 per cent of a 
surveyed urban sample were classified as being in a 
depressive symptom group (Srole, Langner, Opler, & Rennie, 
1962). These respondents showed tendencies toward a 
pessimistic viewpoint toward life situations, health 
problems, and interpersonal relationships. In psychiatric 
hospital admissions, Zigler and Phillips {1961) found that 
1 
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depression was the most common symptom for patients admitted 
over a 12-year period. Depression as a primary diagnosis, 
as opposed to a common symptom, was second only to schizo-
phrenia in psychiatric hospitals (Dunlop, 1965). Moreover, 
the prevalence of depression outside hospitals was esti-
mated to be five times greater than that of schizophrenia. 
Of these depressed individuals females have been 
more predominant than males for all age groups (Chesler, 
1972). The ratio has usually been twice as many females 
to males. This greater female proportion has been found 
across depth of depression--from the feeling of depression 
to depressive psychosis (Beck, 1967; Chesler, 1972; Silver-
man, 1968). This ratio has also tended to hold across 
socioeconomic status, race, and place of residence, though 
depression itself has been more common among cohesive 
groups (for example Cohen, 1961). 
While conflict over the expression of hostility has 
been a dynamic explanation for depression, this conception 
is much too broad to explain the condition. When psychi-
atric patients of various diagnoses were surveyed as to 
their conflicts, the most characteristic feature was 
conflict involving a fear and inhibition of aggressive 
feelings (cited in Berkowitz, 1971). Since hostility is 
a central concern to psychopathology, it is interesting 
to note that males and females have been found to differ 
in their expression of hostility. Males have been found 
to be both more aggressive and more direct than females in 
3 
expressing hostility (Garai, 1970; Phillips, 1969). 
Given that females in our culture have tended to 
be more depressed and less aggressive than males, the 
relationship between these affect variables invites closer 
study. If there is some sort of general inverse relation-
ship between expressed hostility and depression, then 
females and males who are more expressive of hostility v 
should be less depressed than those who are less expressive 
of hostility. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This review of the literature on depression, hos-
tility and sex effects focuses on the theoretical aspects 
of each variable which are directly relevant to the other 
two variables~rather than presenting a comprehensive 
review of theories of either depression or hostility. 
After a discussion of some of the basic concepts of 
depression, the empirical research will be discussed in 
relation to these variables and trait and state measures. 
of depression and hostility. 
Major Theories of Depression: Basic Concepts 
Psychoanalytic 
In 1911 Abraham (1968) gave the first explication 
of depression, predating even Freud's paper on melancholia 
in 1916. He described the depressive condition as a com-
bination of grief, distress, ang~r and hostility, feelings 
---
of inferiority (loss of self-esteem), guilt, lo~s of in-
terest, mental and motor inhibition, and fear ( e~~ec_ially 
of losing sexual potency and the ability to give and re-
ceive love). ~pression is a result of the sexual aims 
· having been frustrated and given up without obtaining 
4 
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gratification. Abraham saw the basic fixation as being at 
the oral-sadistic phase since hostility previously attached 
to the love-object becomes attached to the self through 
identification. Upon the loss of the love-object this 
anger becomes both inner- and outer-directed hostility 
as well as the determinant of depression. The basic 
conflict in depression, therefore, is caused by a pre-
dominance of Jlatred. 
Whereas Abraham saw retroflected (redirected in-
wardly) hostility as the central force in depression, 
Freud (1968) pointed to the need to suffer as being the 
main conflict. This need to suffer is driven bi_~t 
caused by some transgression of the person's primitive 
/" - ... ,.. . I " 
~ ,.I ' \ . 
/' 
moral code or supei::_ego_. The resulting loss in self-
esteem then triggers the inner-directed hostility. Both 
Abraham and Freud saw the same three conditions as leading 
to depression-loss ·of the love-ol:>ject, ambiv_~_!e~_ce, and 
regressive identification of the ego with the abandoned 
object. The inner-directed blows are still viewed as a 
reproach for the love-object. However, the main conflict 
according to Freud's theory takes place with the dissatis-
faction of the ego on moral grounds, rather than with 
hostility furnishing the main drive of depression. 
Other psychoanalytic writers have focused on 
retroflected hostility with some modifications. While 
depression centers around superego-ego conflict in Freud's 
theory and around id-ego conflict in Abraham's theory, 
6 
Rado (1929) extended the conflict to each of all three 
systems of id, ego, and superego. His dynamics of depression 
are closer to Freud's position but repentance is emphasized 
rather than punishment. Depressive behavior becomes a 
"cry for love"--an attempt, though misguided, to re-
establish the lost love-object. Furthermore, underlying 
the main drive of repentance, conflicting methods of 
coercive rage and submissive fear are used to win the 
love-object./ These methods distinguish agitated depressive 
states ~guilty fear), with guilty fear usually lasting 
longer than coercive rage. \The central concern and mo-
tivation for the depressed individual, then, lies in 
one way or another trying to get needed supplies from the 
lost love-object. 
To summarize, all three of these psychoanalytic 
writers have produced theories of depression where ag-
gression has played a central role in motivating feelings 
of distress. The basic position of the depressed individ-
ual is one of narcissistic loss, and the basic dynamic 
is that of attempting to get narcissistic supplies from 
the lost object. 
Ego-psychological 
Intrapsychic theorists writing from an ego-psycho-
logical framework have emphasized the role of fluctuations 
in self-esteem rather than hostility as being the dynamic 
handle on depression. 
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Weiss (1944), for example, regarded depression 
as a conflict within the ego where an object or goal that 
is rejected cannot be relinquished. He distinguished a 
"simple" type of depression from that of the "melancholicn 
type. In terms of self-experience, the individual who is 
"simply" depressed feels empty-the ego is "less awake." 
This subduedness is thought to be caused by Freud's prin-
ciple of inhibition in response to an unsolvable ego con-
flict. Weiss saw ego-libido as bound up in the rejected 
yet unrelinquished love-object or goal. ~n contrast, the 
"melancholicn type of depression is a state of increased 
"ego-feeling" due to self-hatred as a result of an extensive 
1oss of self-esteem from rejection. Thus, aggression as 
a response to loss of self-esteem is more intense in the 
"melancholic" than in the "simple" states of depressioIJ.. 
Bibring (1953) has provided the most thorough 
statement of an ego-psychological theory of depression. 
In accordance with Weiss, Bibring viewed normal, neurotic, 
and psychotic depressions as ego-psychological phenomena-
an affective state of the ego. Bibring concluded from 
Weiss's typology that whether the depression was "simple" 
or "melancholic," the common mechanism is the blow to 
self-esteem. He thought that the pre-condition for de-
-~·". 
pression was a set of highly charged, persistent aspirations 
of the ego to be loved, to be strong, and to be good. When 
the ego is confronted with reality, however, tension then 
arises. The ego' s awareness of its real and imagine~ _,; 
state of helplessness and powerlessness to fulfill its _ 
aspirations is emotionally expressed as depression. 
While Bibring centered on narcissistic shock as 
the drive behind depression, he related the dynamics of 
hostility to depression in three ways: (a) Narcissistic 
shock is frequently a result of the ego discovering latent 
aggressive tendencies within itself in spite of the as-
piration to be 11 good. 11 {b) Depression lifts when rage is 
expressed because rage indicates to the ego that it has 
power over the object. Therefore the ego need not feel 
helpless in relation to the object, and thus depressed. 
8 
(c) When feeling powerful, the ego directs its hostility 
against the world. When the ego is powerless it surrenders 
to the superego and accepts punishment. 
In summary, Bibring held that depression is an 
ego-state developing independently of the dynamics of 
aggression or other drives. Rather than looking to drives, 
Bibring focused on (a) an investigation of the self-concept, 
{b) the tensions that arise from the egors awareness of 
discrepancies between its ideals and reality, (c) the 
powerfulness of the ego, and (d) the defense mechanisms 
(oral-aggressive) which struggle with restitution after 
the blow to the self-esteem. 
In relation to hostility, Bibring would suggest 
that rage is a possible response to a narcissistic blow 
when the ego feels in control either in relation to the 
·object or the superego. However, if another narcissistic 
blow to the ideal to be good results with the expression 
of rage or the ego's awareness of latent hostility, then 
the depression cycle is restarted. Hostility is thus a 
double-edged sword in that it may convince the ego that 
9 
it has control over the love-object while it simultaneously 
defeats a different ego aspiration such as the one to be 
good. 
To relate Bibring's theory to the present study, 
there are conflicts arising in the ego with 11 depressive-
anger.11 Anger in response to a narcissistic blow can 
function in several ways: to bring'the object into reach 
or to relinquish ideals ("It's all right to be angry at 
this time.") or to punish the self in recycling the de-
pression. The present study was not able to take a longi-
tudinal look at the depression-hostility cycle. Yet in a 
cross-sectional context, Bibring•s theory raises the ques-
tion as to the relation of hostility to the powerfulness 
of the ego. In addition to the expression of hostility, 
the type of hostility becomes important. For example, 
,_prosocial aggression would be a way for the. ego to exert 
\· 
control over the object while defending against a powerful 
superego. Bibring's theory would explain why a person 
who believed that it was always wrong to express aggression 
might become more rather than less depressed after the 
expression of hostility. 
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Some recent theorists have suggested that hostility 
runctions as a mask for depression (Glaser, 1967; L~sse, 
i968; Spiegel, 1967). The affect of depression is viewed 
as a normal response to loss. However, when the ego cannot 
endure the pain, various responses may be substituted 
(Sandler & Joffe, 1965). Depending on the personality, 
the function of anger may be that of a mask against self-
knowledge of the oscillation between depression and rage. 
Other masks of depression include growth failure, hypo-
chondriacal concerns, and antisocial behavior. The affect 
of depression is thus masked or denied by other behavior. 
Mccranie (1971) has extended this position in the global 
theoretical stance that all anger is secondary to_}1urt. 
Hostility then functions to control, neutralize, or placate 
the painful stimulus. 
Cognitive 
In contrast to a motivational model (Abraham) or 
a defensive theory of depression (Freud), Beck (1967) 
has delineated a triad of cognitive schema which causes 
the affective state of depression: (a) the construction 
of experience in a negative way--interactions are inter-
preted as representing defeat, deprivation, or disparage-
ment, (b) the view of the self as negative-the self is 
seen as deficient, inadequate, or unworthy, and (~)···.the 
) 
view of the future as negative--life appears fuli of 
disappointments and deprivations. These cognitive schema 
are then also held responsible for motivational changes 
characteristic of depression such as paralysis of the 
will, escapist fanta~~es, suicide wishes, and intensified 
dependency wishes. 
11 
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In brief, the basic cognitive paradigm is that the 
person first thinks he or she is not good, and then feels 
depressed. There is no further explanation as to what 
determines the content of the basic core beliefs other 
than they are a result of the individual's past experiences. 
Sociological 
Silverman (1968) reviewed studies on depression 
and reported on variables found to be correlated with the 
condition. In looking at the factor of age, she found 
that depression usually begins in adolescence, increases 
in young adulthood, peaks in the middle years, and may 
decline in the later years of life. The diagnosis of 
"involutional melancholia" has been found to be associated 
with menopausal age more than with any other diagnostic 
sign. Many studies have found that depression--whether 
the feeling of depression, neurotic depression, or depres-
sive psychosis--is more common in females than males. 
Male suicide rates, however, are higher than those of 
females. Depressions in females begin to peak when females 
are in their thirties, and in males when they are in their 
forties. Depressions in both males and females decrease 
in the last part.of the life span. 
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Silverman (1968) also reported that marital status 
is usually found to be independent of depression. In 
comparison to schizophrenics, depressives tend toward 
higher marriage rates. There have been consistently more 
hospital admissions for depression for urban areas than 
for rural. Most incidences are reported 1n spring and 
fall. Depression has not been shown to be consistently 
directly related to higher income and prestige. Affective 
diagnoses, though, have occurred more frequently among 
the lower class and unskilled workers. Th:f.s finding has 
been in marked contrast to research on sch:I.zophrenia 
which has found the prevalence of that condition to be 
inversely related to elevation in social class. 
One study (Fromm-Reichmann, 1953) found that 
families of depressives felt themselves apart from their 
social milieu in some special way, such as by ethnicity 
or decline in social position. Silverman (1968) found 
blacks to be less depressed than whites in the United 
States, although this proportion may be changing with 
improvement in treatment facilities for minority populations. 
Cohen (1961) has presented a social cohesiveness 
theory of psychotic depression in contrast to conditions 
producing schizophrenia: 
Psychotic depression, on the other hand, is generally 
more frequent among those persons who are more co-
hesively identified with their families, kin groups, 
communities, or other significant groupings. Thus, 
depression predominates among women, who, in most 
13 
cases, are more cohesively identified with their family 
and group than are men within the same society; in 
the higher socioeconomic statuses of the social struc-
ture; in highly traditionalized and tightly-knit 
societal groups; among professional people; and, in 
contempora~y Western society, among suburban popula-
tions (p. 481). 
Gove and Tudor (1973) have provi.ded an analysis of 
sex role stress. In studies of 21 commun1t:ies since World 
War II, they found more women than men diagnosed as having 
psychiatric conditions--whether in psychiatric hospitals, 
outpatient care, or private office practice. They have 
hypothesized that stress may lead to mental illness in 
general, and that sex acts as a master status in channel-
-
1ng people into roles. The authors have delineated sev-
eral ways that the female role in our culture is more 
susceptible to emotional problems than is the male role. 
They have shown that most women have been restricted to 
a single major societal role of housewi~e, and that this 
role is relatively unstructured, invisible, and of low 
prestige. They also found that working wives have appeared 
to be under a greater strain than have been their working 
husbands. In general, expectations con.frcmting women 
·have been seen as unclear and diffuse. 
Bart (1971) has offered a sociological theory of 
depression based on role loss. In her research on depressed, 
middle-aged women she has found depression to be directly 
related to the amount of maternal over-involvement. Depres-
sion is viewed as a response to the loss mt that role which 
had been the main source for a sense of self. Deykin, 
Jacobson, Klerman, and Solomon (1966) have labeled ~his 
role loss the "empty nest syndrome." 
Thus in these sociological theories, depression 
1s seen as a loss of meaning. The structure of the loss 
1s in relation to roles, especially sex roles. While fe-
male depressives are frequently reacting to the loss of a 
love-object, males are often concerned over a failure in 
a career or a financial matter {Gaylin, 1968). 
The various approaches in the theoretical sections 
above raise the question of whether aggression is primary 
or secondary to the affect of depr~ssion. Psychoanalytic 
writers have tended to see aggression at the center of 
i4 
the dynamics of depression. Ego-psychological theorists 
have indicated fluctuations in self-esteem as the primary 
problem in depression; the function of hostility is to 
attempt to raise the lowered self-esteem. Cognitive theory 
includes aggression as only one of several possible out-
comes of cognitive patterns. Similarly, sociocultural 
theorists place aggression as a secondary issue to the 
main dynamic of loss of meaning or role. The intrapsychic 
theorists' contributions are based on the dynamics of 
the individual whereas the sociological writers suggest 
some dimensions along which sexual differences might be 
found. Given the theoretical differences in the area 
of depression, it is necessary to proceed in the next 
section to the clinical and laboratory research on de-
pression and hostility for additional considerations in 
relation to this study 1 s hypotheses. 
Research .Q!! Hostility and Depression 
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Recent studies of the dynamics of hostility and 
depression have revealed a variety of relationships between 
these two affects. Some studies have shown a positive 
relationship while other research has pointed to a nega-
tive one. Comparisons of the results are complicated 
by differences in types of hostility and depression 
measures and in subject populations. · Another problem 
is the difficulty in producing depression in the labora-
tory, as opposed to anxiety for example. Depression 
appears to represent a combination of fundamental emotions 
including both inwardly- and outwardly-directed anger 
(Izard, 1972). 
A negative relationship between depression and 
outward hostility was reported by Grinker, Miller, Sabshin, 
Nunn, and Nunnally (1961). The authors studied 96 hos-
pitalized patients diagnosed as depressives upon admission 
to a psychiatric hospital. Patients were interviewed and 
rated on a feelings and concerns check list by residents. 
After five days on the ward, the patients were then rated 
on a current behavior check list. Depressed patients with 
high· outwardly expressed hostility (shouting, cursing, 
unappreciativeness) reported less feeling of depressive 
affect than did the non-outwardly hostile patients. The 
non-outwardly hostile patients focused more on feelings of 
guilt and hopelessness. 
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A similar relationship was found by Gershon, Cromer, 
and Klerman (1968) based on a very small sample. Six 
female inpatients with moderate to severe depressions 
were studied. The measure for depression was Hamilton's 
Depressed Symptom Scale. Gottschalk, Gleser, and Springer's 
(1963) free association technique was the hostility measure. 
over a period of 10 weeks, correlations between hostility 
in.general and depression remained near zero for the 
group as a whole. For two of the patients with hysterical 
tendencies, however, high hostility-out was associated 
with less depressed verbalizations though depressive 
symptoms remained the same. The authors speculated that 
depression and hostility might be alternating states of 
awareness. 1 
Kendell {1970) investigated the inhibited aggression 
hypothesis of depression in his review of studies of 
different cultures. His essential proposition was that 
depression results when the normal expression of aggres-
sion is prevented. He therefore looked for studies which 
would indicate whether or not people with few outlets 
lcherry and Cherry {1973) reported the use of an 
"antidepression room" in an Alabama hospital by two 
researchers, E. S. Taulbee and H. W. Wright. A depressed 
patient is taken to the room and verbally insulted until 
he or she expresses some anger. The patient then receives 
an immediate apology and may leave the room. Further 
information about this study has been requested. 
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for aggression would have a higher incidence of depression 
than would people with many outlets. He did find several 
community studies which were compatible with his hypothesis. 
There was a general inverse relationship between homicide 
and suicide rates for several countries. Other evidence 
related to social class and ethnicity was more equivocal. 
While he concluded that there were other plausible expla-
nations for the epidemiology of depression, the single 
assumption of inhibition of aggression did account for 
much of the data. 
Other studies have found a positive relationship 
between hostility and depression. Wessman, Ricks, and 
Tye (1960) administered the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration 
Test to 14 female college students to collect daily 
measurements of intropunitive, extrapunitive and impunitive 
hostility over a period of six weeks. Subjects also rated 
themselves on a 10-point scale for depressive mood. Sub-
jects were found to be more generally punitive and sig-
nificantly more extrapunitive on depressed than on non-
depressed days. 
Weissman, Paykel, Siegel, and Klerman (1971) 
studied 40 depressed female outpatients and 40 nonsymp-
tomatic females. Depression diagnoses were made by a 
psychiatrist when patients were judged to be at least 
moderately depressed. The Social Adjustment Scale and 
interviews with subjects about their social roles were 
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given. The authors found that depressed women's conflicts 
with their children contrasted to a marked degree with 
the generally conflict-free parent-child relationships of 
the normal families. They also found that the intensity 
of hostile feelings increased with the degree of intimacy 
of the relationship. Deykin, Jacobson, Klerman, and 
Solomon (1966) reported similar findings of both overt 
and latent conflict for 16 depressed mothers in the 
relationship with their children who had recently left 
home. 
Friedman (1970) studied 213 depressed inpatients 
who had been diagnosed by two independent raters. The 
Buss-Durkee Inventory and the Clyde Mood Scale provided 
the weekly measurements of hostility and depression over 
a seven week period. In comparison to matched normal 
and inpatient controls, depressives tended to be less 
verbally hostile and significantly more resentful (out-
ward-hostility) than controls. However, this inverse 
relationship between hostility and depression was 
reversed as these patients improved. As they became 
less depressed, they expressed even less verbal hostility. 
While the subjects' other forms of expressed hostility 
tended to approach the norm, the types of hostility inter-
correlated positively. 
Izard (1972) had several large groups of high 
school and college students write brief descriptions 
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of a situation which had made them depressed. He then 
had them fill out his adjective check list as to how 
they had felt in the situation. Both factors of inward-
and outward-hostility were elevated, occurring second 
or third in the rank order of 10 factors. When subjects 
filled out the check lists after imagining an anxiety 
situation, inward- and outward-hostility ranked low at 
about eighth and ninth. 
From the above studies it is obvious that the 
relationship between hostility and depression requires 
further study in order to understand the conditions 
determining the emotion-emotion dynamics. The hypothesis 
of the present study is that of an inverse relationship 
between hostility and depression in response to attack. 
~ Differences 
The research literature has provided several dif-
ferent approaches to the problem of explaining sex dif-
ferences in depression and hostility. Bennet and Cohen 
(1959) conducted an attitude survey of normal adults and 
found that women feel a greater controlled rage than men. 
This rage includes less overt aggressiveness and more 
covert hostility for women than for men. The authors 
assumed this difference to be related to their finding that 
women are more oriented towards the environment for direction, 
rewards, and punishments. Nevertheless, masculine and 
feminine thinking were found to be very similar despite 
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the above divergences. 
Another type of hostility variance for males and 
females was reported by Garai {1970). His review of the 
literature indicated that females tend to express their 
aggression through verbal behavior. Physical aggression 
is more common in males. Additionally, female aggression 
tends to be "prosocial"-such as the use of disapproval 
or physical punishment for discipline. Male aggression 
tends toward more destructive antisocial behavior. Phil-
lips' s (1969) review of the literature found behavior 
styles of men much more likely to reflect a destructive 
hostility toward others, while women tended to be more 
self-critical and self-depriving. 
Males have tended to show more aggression than 
females in the laboratory unless there has been an attempt 
to condition hostile responses. For example, Buss (1961) 
set up a "conceptual learning experiment" where subjects 
were to shock a confederate for errors in problem solving. 
The confederates were programmed to make many errors, 
creating a situation where subject-teachers were expected 
to shock them. Male subjects shocked more and at higher 
levels than did females. Another example is provided by 
Gilley and Summers (1970) who found that male subjects 
used more hostile adjectives than did female subjects in 
a sentence building task. 
-· Another variable important to the exploration of 
sex differences in depression is that of self-esteem. 
~·· 
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Rosenkrantz, Vogel, Bee, Braverman, and Braverman (1968) 
administered a sex-role stereotype questionnaire to 74 
male and female college students. The results indicated 
that both women and men evaluated feminine characteristics 
1ess favorably than the masculine characteristics. There 
was also strong agreement between men and women about the 
differences between masculine and feminine stereotypes. 
Garai (1970) also reported the finding that women are 
more likely to possess a negative self-image than men. 
Plutchik, Platman, and Fieve (1969) found that de-
pressed patients in remission associated their description 
of their "remembered depressed state" with their descrip-
tion of "least liked self." The investigators also 
reported that self-rated hostility, anxiety, and depression 
were found to appear together in the patients• self-ratings. 
Bart (in press) studied middle-aged women, psychiatrically 
hospitalized for the first time. When shown pictures 
portraying women throughout the life cycle, most of the. 
women least liked the picture of an angry woman. 
Simkins (1961) found male subjects displayed more 
irritation than females in response to being arbitrarily 
berated for a laboratory performance. Female subjects 
showed more emotional behavior--some accused the exper-
imenter or made excuses, some threatened to leave the 
experiment. The experiment included insulting or com-
plimenting subjects on their performances, and then had 
them complete a sentence building task which offered a 
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choice of hostile or neutral words. Female subjects were 
more sensitive to the conditioning process. When insulted, 
female subjects used more hostile verbs than did male 
subjects. When complimented, female subjects used less 
hostile verbs than did male subjects. 
To summarize, women appear to report lower self-
esteem and more inwardly-directed anger than do men. The 
hypothesis of the present study is that females show 
less hostility than do males in response to attack and, 
concomitantly, become more depressed than do males • 
. The Present Study 
In order to look at the inhibition of aggression 
theory of depression, it is necessary to find out what 
happens when aggression is stimulated yet not expressed. 
Studies have investigated the effect of attack on hostility 
or on loss of self-esteem but not on state depression. 
Depression research has tended to study the dynamics of 
clinical populations who have already been depressed. 
The present study was an attempt to study depression in 
the laboratory in order to investigate some of the causal 
factors in fluctuations of the affect in normal subjects. 
The trait-state approach to measuring affect was 
selected to examine the dynamics of hostility and depression. 
Depression has long been isolated as a clinical affective 
disorder, yet has not received the attention as a person-
ality or state that the concept of anxiety has {for ex-
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ample, Spielberger, 1972). Two trait questions that can 
be asked are (a) How does the trait of depression correlate 
with the trait of hostility, and (b) How does the trait 
of depression act as a dispositional variable in affecting 
a subject's state response to a hostile situation? 
Stimulation and Catharsis of An3er 
One way of approaching the problem of studying 
the effect of unexpressed hostility is to stimulate anger 
and then vary the opportunity for its expression. Thus, 
the goal of the present experiment was to create anger in 
subjects without causing any unnecessary pain or harm to 
them. - Of the several methods found to cause anger in 
the laboratory, the methods of delay and verbal attack 
were chosen for their effectiveness and lack of harmful 
aftereffects. The method of delay consists of merely keep-
ing the subject waiting. Subject frustration occurs 
when the wait is explained as being arbitrarily caused 
(Doob & Sears, 1939; Pastore, 1952). However, the use 
of delay alone does not necessarily help subjects to 
direct their aggression toward the negligent individual 
who reportedly caused the prolonged inconvenience (Holmes, 
1972). 
Buss (1961) reviewed various methods of producing 
aggression in subjects. He found that the most effective 
verbal procedure was a personalized, intense derogatory 
attack delivered by a peer of the subject, or by a person 
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not too discrepant in status from the subject. He felt 
the "realistic" laboratory situation of an actual attack 
to be necessary due to the subjects' company manners and 
desire to please the experimenter. A personalized, intense 
attack on subjects was chosen in order to create a more 
hostile situation with a target than would the use of 
delay alone. 
In order to see what happens when anger is expressed, 
it is useful to provide specific channels for the hostility. 
An indirect behavioral measure of retaliation that was 
successfully used by Bramel, Taub, and Blum (1968) is 
~ 
an evaluation of the experimenter form that is filled 
out by the subject after the delay and attack. The form 
offers the subject a chance to appropriately negatively 
evaluate the experimenter. Since the subject is told 
that the form's results are to be placed in the experi-
menter's permanent file, the form also provides the op-
portunity for the expression of instrumental aggression. 
Trait and State Measures of Depression and Hostility 
In the present study depression is defined as a 
pattern of feelings and emotions. Depression as a trait 
is a continuous specified mixture of feelings of relatively 
long duration. As a trait, depression is also a dimension 
along which individuals differ in a consistent pattern. 
The state of depression is the changing mood in an individ-
ual as affected by recent experiences. 
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While there are several depression trait inventories 
in the literature (Hamilton's Rating Scale for Depression, 
Beck's inventory for Depression, Costello and Comrey 1 s 
Depression and Anxiety Scale, and the Depression Scale 
from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory), 
there is no self-administering depression trait inventory 
with the necessary subscales of the discrete feelings 
that make up the profile of trait depression. Costello 
and Comrey•s Depression (and Anxiety) Scale was selected 
as it appeared to provide the best current measure of 
depressive affect as opposed to depressive symptomatology. 
The Costello and Comrey Depression and Anxiety 
Scale (1967) consists of a Depression Scale of 14 items 
and an Anxiety Scale of 9 items. For this study only the 
Depression Scale was used. Costello and Comrey's goal 
was to produce a scale that me~suraithe factor of depressive 
affect since their factor analysis of the Depression 
Scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
revealed 17 factors. Test construction began with 200 
items written in terms of face validity for depressive 
affect. After several administrations to both normal and 
psychiatric groups, a series of factor analyses led to 
the refinement and reduction of the Depression Scale to 
14 items. When this scale was administered to 196 male 
and 357 female normal subjects, the split-half reliability 
was .90. The intercorrelation of the Depression Scale 
and the Anxiety Scale was .40 for the males and .51 for the 
females. 
Comrey and Costello (1967) also reported evidence 
of construct validity for both normal and psychiatric 
groups. Normal subjects scoring high on the Depression 
Seale tended to evaluate themselves as bad and others as 
good. When the Depression Scale was administered to 91 
female patients and 24 male patients, the factor analysis 
of the intercorrelations remained between .38 and .73. 
The same psychiatric patients completed the Depression 
Seale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
and the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale. The intercorrela-
tion fo~ these two tests was .69. However, the inter-
eorrelation of the Costello and Comrey Depression and 
Anxiety Scales was only .40. The correlation of the 
Depression Scale with the Truth-Social Desirability Scale 
was .36. Correlations of Depression Scale scores with 
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age and sex were .03 and .04 respectively. The test-retest 
reliability of the scale for psychiatric patients on 
admission and before discharge was .79. Thus, while 
further studies are necessary to validate the above find-
~ngs--especially for construct validity--the Depression 
Scale does appear to provide a relatively stable measure 
of a person's tendency to experience depressive affect. 
In selecting a measure for state depression, it 
was necessary to find an instrument sensitive to experi-
mental manipulation. The measure also needed to be a 
valid measure of depressive affect rather than a com-
r ~ 
posite indicator of negative affect. While the Depression 
scale of the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List is sensi-
tive to experimental manipulation, its intercorrelation 
with the Hostility Scale has been as high as their re-
liabilities (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965). Izard 1 s Depression 
Scale (1972) provided sparse validation. Lubin•s Depres-
sion Adjective Check Lists (1967) were chosen as the 
most psychometrically sound measure of depression state 
available. 
Lubin (1967) began with a pool of items connoting 
a range of depressed and elated feeling. These items 
were then given to criterion groups of both female and 
male psychiatric patients rated severely depressed, and 
also to normal females and males. Items which differen-
tiated the depressed and normal groups were then divided 
into balanced lists for each sex since there were differ-
ences in which items differentiated males and females. 
Each of four female lists contained 22 positive adjectives 
and 10 negatively scored adjectives. Each of three male 
lists consisted of 22 positive adjectives and 12 negatively 
scored adjectives. Split-half reliabilities for the lists 
ranged between .82 and .93 for normals, and between .86 
and .93 for patients with higher reliabilities for females. 
Cross-validation was studied by administering the lists 
to new groups of psychiatric patients of both sexes who 
were rated as depressed. Again the lists distinguished 
this group from that of normal subjects. 
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While there are several measures of trait hostility 
available, they are deficient in various aspects of their 
validation and test-retest reliability. A review of the 
Hostility and Direction of Hostility Questionnaire (Buros, 
1972) cited the lack of sufficient evidence for its dis-
criminant and convergent validity as making it no more 
useful than the Buss-Durkee Inventory. Saklofske (1971) 
reported good test-retest reliability for the Frost Self-
description Questionnaire, but there does not appear to 
be any other published study available about the test's 
qualifications. 
The Buss-Durkee Inventory (Buss & Durkee, 1954) 
offered the advantage of more published research utilizing 
the measure. This inventory also provides a profile 
scoring of the subscales of assault, indirect hostility, 
irritability, negativism, resentment, suspicion, and 
verbal hostility. An item analysis yielded 66 items for 
hostility and an additional nine for guilt which met the 
minimum item-scale correlation of .40. Buss and Durkee 
reported a test-retest correlation of .82 for the summary 
score for 29 college men and women over a five-week interval. 
Correlations with the Crown-Marlowe Social Desirability 
Inventory were in the .20s and .30s for both male and 
female subjects. The authors attributed the low correlations 
with social desirability to their writing of the hostility 
response items in socially acceptable idioms and as though 
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the person had already become angry. Ratings of psychia-
tric patients by psychiatrists were shown to be pos~tively 
correlated with the inventory {Buss, Fischer & Simmons, 
1962). 
There are even more problems reported in measuring 
state hostility than in state depression measurement. 
Saklofske {1971) reported the difficulty in measuring 
direction of hostility by check lists of single, descriptive 
adjectives of mood. Izard (1972) presented an inward/ 
outward hostility analysis for his check list but actually 
only separated out the outwardly directed adjectives from 
the rest of the adjective list. ~aklofske recommended 
that sentence building tests be used to measure direction 
of hostility rather than adjective check lists. Sentence 
building tests have been effectively used to measure 
projected hostility. The Gottschalk free association 
scales appear to measure state changes as well as direction 
of hostility but would be difficult to administer in the 
context of an insult condition. 
The Hostility Scale of the Multiple Affect Adjective 
Check List was chosen for the state hostility measure. 
However, the Hostility Scale has been found to be highly 
correlated with the Multiple Affect Adjective Check List 
Depression Scale~ranging from .62 for female psychiatric 
patients to .72 for college males and females {Zuckerman & 
Lubin, 1965). Correlations with the Depression Adjective 
Check Lists were not listed in the Lubin manual (1967). 
Internal reliability (odd vs. even items) was .90 for 
the Hostility Scale for 46 college students. There ·was 
a significant relationship between observed hostility of 
patients and Hostility Scale scores though the relation-
ship was only discriminating for those patients rated as 
highly hostile at the upper end of the rating scale. 
Retest reliability at a seven-day interval for a group 
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of college students was .15. For 50 P.sychiatric patients, 
retest reliability after an eight-day interval was .84. 
The scale was found to correlate .67 with the Buss-Durkee 
Inventory for normals, .03 for patients (Zuckerman & Lubin, 
1966). 
HyPotheses and Overview of Design 
In order to look at the dynamic relationship between 
hostility and depression, the present experimental study 
was designed to explore the following hypotheses: 
(1) Hostility decreases after being expressed 
through retaliation against the aggressor. 
(2) An increase in unexpressed hostility in response 
to attack is accompanied by an increase in depression. 
Conversely, an increase in expressed hostility in response 
to attack is accompanied by a decrease in depression. 
(3) Males express more hostility and less depression 
in response to attack than do females. 
(4) In response to attack, persons with high trait 
depression show less hostility and more depression than 
do persons with low trait depression. 
The first goal of the present study was to create 
anger in subjects to see how this affect would be expressed. 
One-half of the subjects were delayed for 25 minutes 
and then blamed for having waited in the attack conditions. 
To control for the effect of delay, all subjects were 
delayed but one-half were then given an apologetic expla-
nation about the wait. 
The second goal was to create a situation where 
subjects given an opportunity to retaliate could be compared 
to subjects not given an opportunity to retaliate. The 
retaliation procedure was for the'subject to evaluate 
the experimenter. Subjects in the no retaliation situa-
tion were not given an opportunity to evaluate the delaying 
experimenter. 
These two manipulations and controls were then 
crossed, resulting in four experimental conditions in a 
2 X 2 X 2 design--i.e., apology conditions with and without 
opportunity to retaliate and attack conditions with and 
without opportunity to retaliate. In order to test the 
sex of subject hypotheses, 10 males and 10 females were 
randomly assigned to each of the conditions. 
Given the study's hypotheses, it was predicted that 
the attack-no retaliation males would become the most 
hostile in response to attack. Attack-retaliation 
opportunity females who retaliated least were predicted to 
become most depressed. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
Subjects 
. 
Subjects consisted of equal numbers of female and 
male volunteers from the introductory psychology class 
subject pool at Loyola. Of the 86 subjects, 6 subjects 
who had thought that the experimenter might have been 
trying to anger them were eliminated from the analysis. 
One female subject in the attack-~o retaliation oppor-
tunity condition overlooked filling out one of the pretest 
measures. Except for this cell there were 10 females and 
10 males in each of the four cells of the design. 
Instruments 
Both trait and state measurements of depression 
and hostility were completed by all subjects before the 
experimental manipulation. To measure depression trait, 
Costello and Comrey's 14-item Depression Scale was ad-
ministered (see Appendix A). The scale consisted of 
attitudinal statements about life. The subjects rated 
themselves as to the degree to which they agreed with 
each item-from a minimum of "Never - l" through to a 
maximum of "Always - 9. 11 Some items were negatively scored 
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for depression by reversing the scoring of the subject's 
answers for those items. Therefore, the lowest possible, 
least depressed score was 14 and the highest possible, 
most depressed score was 126. 
For hostility trait assessment, the Buss-Durkee 
Inventory was given. Only every other item was retained 
in order to hold the battery of items to a minimum (see 
Appendix A). These 42 true/false items describe a range 
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of situations that are conducive to a range of hostile 
responses. The subject responded as to whether or not he 
or she would react in the stated hostile manner. If the 
subject indicated that he or she ~ould respond in a hostile 
manner, one point was scored with a maximum possible total 
of 33. The remaining nine items belonged to the guilt 
subscale. 
State measurements were also taken after the ex-
perimental manipulation. The state depression measure 
consisted of depression scales from Lubin•s Depression 
Adjective Check Lists. Adjectives from Lubin 1 s Form A 
were used for the female subjects' pretest measurement, 
while adjectives from Form B were used for the posttest 
measurement. Adjectives from Form E comprised the first 
measurement for the male subjects and Form F for the 
second (see Appendix A). The two female forms consisted 
of 32 adjectives while the male forms 
Since an unequal number of depression adjectiv 
used with the subjects, the males' depression 
were later prorated down to 32. To avoid the problem 
of response bias with a check list, subjects were asked 
to rate how descriptive each adjective was of their mood. 
Since the subjects rated each adjective on a scale from 
"1" ("very slightly or not at all") to "5" ("very strongly"), 
there was a possible range from a minimum of 32 to a max-
imum. of 160. This range applied to the male scores only 
after the prorating. 
The Hostility Scale from the Multiple Affect Ad-
jective Check List was intermixed with the depression 
adjectives in order to measure state hostility. Each of 
the 28 hostile adjectives were rat'ed on a scale from "l" 
to '' 5n for a possible range in state hostility scores 
from a minimum of 28 to a maximum of 140. An additional 
11 outwardly-directed items were included from Izard 1 s · 
Check List to look at outward hostility. Five adjectives 
descriptive of "joy" were added to make the areas of 
hostility and depression less salient for the subjects. 
After filling out the premanipulation measures, 
subjects were given a few items from an anxiety inventory 
to occupy them during the first few moments of the 25 
minute delay (see Appendix A). After receiving the verbal 
attack or apology, the subjects filled out a "Descriptive 
Mood Form" with bipolar continua for nine adjectives, 
two of which were "angry" and "happy" (see Appendix A). 
The mood form was followed by the "Experimenter 
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Evaluation Form" (see Appendix A) in the two retalia-
tion conditions. The form gave subjects the opportunity 
to evaluate the experimenter along eac~ of five different 
continua from very negatively to very i1ositively. Each 
continuum consisted of a line five inches long marked off 
into 10 sections. For scoring, the sections were assigned 
values from a minimum of one at the very positive end of 
each continuum (e.g., "very competent" through to a maxi-
mum of 10 at the very negative end of the continuum (e.g., 
"very incompetent"). The minimum possible total score 
for the entire form was thus five, and the possible maxi-
mum score was 50. At the end of the form was the instruc-
tion for subjects to then seal the evaluation in an en-
velope addressed to the "Research Evaluation Committee." 
The subjects then filled out another combined state 
adjective check list as a postmanipulation measurement (see 
Appendix A). When finished, the subjects were interviewed 
about their feelings and ideas about the nature of the 
experiment. The subjects were then debriefed as to the 
manipulations and hypotheses of the experiment (see Ap-
pendix B). 
Procedure 
The subjects were tested individually in separate 
rooms. Each subject was greeted by the experimenter, the 
author, with a brief "Hello" and led through a long cor-
ridor. Books, papers, or other materials carried by the 
subject were placed in one room, and the subject was 
seated at a desk in another room. The experimenter then 
gave the following instructions for the trait and state 
forms: 
These are personality inventories for you to fill 
out. Read each item carefully and then mark the 
'first resnonse that you think of. It's very 
important that you fill out the pages in the order 
that you receive them. All your answers will be 
kept confidential. Go ahead and begin. 
The experimenter then left quickly. After 15 
minutes or when the subject had finished, the forms were 
removed. The short anxiety scale was then left with the 
subject. For the next 25 minutes the experimenter was 
difficult to find for communication. Any subject who 
attempted to leave the room or to talk to the experimenter 
was told to just wait in the room. 
After the delay time had elapsed, the experimenter 
brought the final set of forms including the Experimenter 
Evaluation Form in two of the conditions. This last set 
of forms was introduced in the attack condition by the 
experimenter rushing into the room and accusing the sub-
ject as follows: 
Why didn't you bring me your forms?! I forgot all 
about you and now you've messed up the timing of 
my experiment~I·ve got another subject waiting. 
Do you undergraduates have to be led around by the 
hand?! 
I 1 ve already looked over your other forms. This time 
read the questions first. And if it's not too much 
for you, come a.nd get me this t:.;ne. Hurry it up! 
(Exit before the subject ca.n oc 3Ct.) 
For the apologetic conditions, the experimenter 
entered the room a.nd sa.id: 
I'm really sorry tha.t I•ve ha.d to keep you waiting. 
You•ve been very patient. There's been a delay 
because the secretaries have been trying to get more 
of the questionnaires run off but they've been having 
trouble getting the mimeograph machine to run a.gs.in. 
I appreciate your waiting--I know its probably been 
a drag. 
Here is the la.st set of forms. Please fill these 
out a.nd just""COiiie to the door and tell me when you're 
finished. Thank you again for your cooperation. 
And I•m really sorry--I really appreciate your waiting. 
The subjects then completed the set of forms. 
Subjects receiving the Experimenter Evaluation Form com-
pleted the measure and sealed it in an envelope before 
filling out the postmanipulation adjective check list. 
Subjects in the no r.etaliation opportunity condition merely 
filled out the postmanipulation adjective check list. 
The subjects' forms were then collected before the subjects 
were debriefed. 
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·CHAPTER IT 
RESULTS 
Adequacy of Manipulations 
The first objective was to produce anger in subjects 
by verbal attack. There were two delay-attack conditions 
to compare with two delay-apology conditions. Hostility 
measurements were provided by the state hostility rating 
scales filled out by subjects both before and after the 
experimental manipulations. In order to look at the 
effect of the manipulations upon hostility, the posttest 
state hostility scores for subjects in the attack conditions 
were compared to subjects• scores in the apology conditions. 
Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations for the post-
test scores in state hostility. 
A 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance of the above data 
is summarized in Table 2. The first factor, that of the 
anger and apology conditions, provides a manipulation check. 
The analysis of variance revealed that indeed, attacked 
subjects did become significantly more hostile (F= 7.56, 
df:s 1, 71, !?.< .01) than subjects in the apology conditions. 
Another experimental manipulation was the use of 
the Experimenter Evaluation Form. The purpose of this form 
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.TABLE 1 
_Mean Scores for Posttest State Hostility 
Sex of Retaliation ·Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack ~po logy 
Present M 70.30 M 4~.40 8D 22.05 SD 1 .04 
Female 
Absent M 61.33 M 53.00 
SD '14. 92 SD 12.84 
Present M 61.10 M 57.60 
8D 15.99 Si:> 11.49 
-Male 
Absent M 65.10 M 53.60 
SD 18.41 SD 19.13 
Note. - N = 10 per cell except in the female·-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N = 9. 
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·TABLE 2 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Posttest State Hostility (N= 79) 
Source df' MS F 
Attack/Apology {A) 1 2,416.06 7.56* 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) 1 35.37 <l 
Sex of' subject (C) 1 14.03 <l 
AB 1 25.98 <l 
AC 1 250.06 <1 
BC 1 35.86 <l 
ABC 1 522.36 1.60. 
Within cell 71 319.79 
*!?. < . 01 
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was to provide half of the subjects with a channel for 
instrumental aggression and/ or expression of hostility 
against the experimenter. The manipulation expectation was 
that attacked subjects would retaliate more against the ex-
perimenter than would subjects receiving an apology. There-
fore, attacked subjects were predicted to have given sig-
nificantly more negative evaluation scores than did subjects 
in the apology condition. Table 3 shows the means and stan-
dard deviations for the negative evaluation scores of the 
experimenter. A 2 X 2 analysis of variance (Table 4) showed 
a significant main effect for the factor {A) of the attack 
condition vs. the apology condition. Attacked subjects did 
evaluate the experimenter significantly more negatively than 
did subjects receiving an apology (F= 26.13, 2£= 1,36, ~< 
.01). 
Subjects' Suspicions 
During the debriefing segment of the experiment, 
subjects were interviewed to discover their hypotheses 
about the research and the manipulations. Most subjects 
expressed no suspicion that the experimenter was acting an 
attacking role in order to make them angry. Several sub-
jects attributed the experimenter's attack to possibly 
her frustration at having to do a routine experiment re-
peatedly, or to her having had a bad day. A few subjects 
thought that the experiment was about waiting or about 
how people's moods changed. Six subjects did guess that 
TABLE 3 
Mean Scores for Negative 
Evaluation of Experimenter 
Sex of Condition 
Subject 
Attack Apology 
Female M 34.80 M 11.50 
SD 11.14 SD 2.97 
Male M 23.70 M 15.40 
SD 12.73 S'D 6.97 
Note.-- N = 10 per cell. 
!l'ABLE 4 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Negative Evaluation Scores of Experimenter (N= 40) 
Source 
Attack/Apology 
Sex of subject 
AB 
Within cell 
*E. < • 05 
**E. < .01 
df 
(A) 1 
(B) 1 
1 
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MS F 
-
2,496.4 26.13** 
129.6 1.36 
562.5 5.89* 
95.52 
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the experimenter was studying whether or not they would 
become angry. These subjects happened to be evenly spread 
throughout the conditions and were replaced with naive sub-
jects. 
Retaliation Opportunity and Catharsis of Hostility 
The first hypothesis was that hostility would 
decrease after being expressed through retaliation 
against the aggressor. It was predicted that subjects 
given an opportunity to retaliate would show less state 
hostility at the posttest measurement than would subjects 
who were not given an opportunity t? retaliate against the 
experimenter. To test this hypothesis, the factor of re-
taliation opportunity was included in a three-way analysis 
of variance as Factor B. The summary of the results of this 
analysis of variance are shown in Table 2. The factor of 
retaliation opportunity did not yield a significant F value 
for the criterion of posttest state hostility. There was 
not a significant difference in final hostility states for 
subjects on the basis of the opportunity to evaluate the 
experimenter negatively. 
Retaliation Opportunity and Deoression 
The second hypothesis was that unexpressed hostility 
in response to attack would be accompanied by an increase 
in depression. Accordingly, it was expected that subjects 
given an opportunity to retaliate would be less depressed 
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than those subjects not given the retaliation opportunity. 
The criterion measure for this hypothesis was the posttest 
state depression measurement. Table 5 shows the means 
and standard deviations for the posttest state depression 
scores. A three-way analysis of variance for the posttest 
scores was done with the condition of retaliation opportu-
nity as Factor B. Table 6 includes the summary of this 
analysis of variance. The retaliation opportunity did not 
produce a significant F value. Subjects who had a chance 
to retaliate were not significantly different in posttest 
depression from subjects without an opportunity to retal-
iate. 
Sex of Subject 
The third hypothesis was that male subjects would 
report more hostility and less depression in response to 
attack than would female subjects. To look at the first 
part of this hypothesis, posttest state hostility scores 
of male subjects were compared with those of female sub-
jects for the attack conditions as well as the apology 
conditions (Table 1). However, the three-way analysis 
of variance summarized in Table 2, revealed that sex of 
subject (C) was not a significant source of variance for 
state hostility. Specifically, male subjects did not 
express significantly more hostility than did female sub-
jects. 
·TABLE 5 
Mean Scores for Posttest State Depression 
Sex of Retaliation ·Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack Apology 
Present M 73.40 M 57.90 
SD 25.44 SD 23.36 
Female 
Absent M 69.33 M 63.70 
SD 16.58 SD 17.78 
Present M 68.10 M 69,50 
SD 12.84 SD 15.37 
-Male 
Absent M 72.10 M 60.60 
SD 20.71 SD 17,65 
-Note ~ N = 10 per cell except in the female-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N = 9. 
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TABLE 6 
Summary of Analysis of Variance and Covariance: 
Source of variance 
Attack/Apology (A) 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) 
Sex of subject (C) 
AB 
AC 
BC 
ABC 
Within cell 
*:Q.<.05 
i:Q. < .10 
State Depression (N = 79) 
Analysis of variance (Posttest state depression) 
df MS F 
-
1 1204.57 2.95+ 
1 12.55 <l 
1 44.07 <1 
1 11.26 <l 
1 150.18 <l 
1 54.24 <1 
1 640.32 1.57 
71 408.37 
Analysis of covariance 
~Variate: posttest state depression~ ( ovariate: pretest state depression 
df MS F 
- -
1 475.27 4.33* 
1 90.06 <l 
1 8.69 <:l 
1 19.92 <1 
1 342.87 3.12t 
1 49.07 <1 
1 19.88 <1 
71 109.85 
~ 
While the first part of the hypothesis was not 
validated, the analysis of the data for the second part 
was more complex. First, to return to the first oart 
of the hypothesis that male subjects would report more 
hostility than female subjects, the state hostility scores 
were analyzed two different ways. Initially, an analysis 
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of variance was done using the criterion variable of the 
difference scores between the posttest and pretest hostility 
scores. The means and standard deviations for the hostility 
change scores are shown in Table 7. Table 8 presents the 
summary of this analysis of variance. If this analysis and 
the analysis of the posttest scores (Table 2) are compared, 
it can be seen that sex of subject (C) and interaction of 
attack and sex of subject (AC) did not yield significant F 
values. 
A comparison of the analysis using the criterion of 
difference scores between posttest and pretest state de-
pression and of the analysis using only final posttest 
depression scores was made. Table 9 presents the means and 
standard deviations; Table 10 reports the summary of the 
analysis of variance for the change in state depression 
scores. However, Tables 10 and 6 show that these two 
analyses of different criterion variables produced different 
F values for sex of subject (C) and interaction of att~ck 
and sex of subject (AC). The posttest score analysis 
(Table 6, middle column) shows that neither sex of subject 
{C) nor interaction of attack and sex of subject (AC) were 
·TABLE 7 
Mean Scores for Change in State Hostility 
·sex of Retaliation ·Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack Apology 
Present M 12.50 M 1.60 
S'D 17.29 S'D 5.80 
Female 
Absent M 10.~3 M .20 S'D ~10. 5 SD 10.42 
Present M 2.70 M 2.00 
S'D 13.31 SD 11.40 
Male 
Absent M 9.20 M 4.10 
SD 10.89 SD 14.93 
Note.~ N = 10 per cell except in the female-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N = 9. 
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TABLE 8 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Change in State Hostility {N= 79) 
Source df MS F 
. Attack/Apology {A) 1 889.00 5.28* 
Retaliation 
.opportunity {B) 1 31.22 <l 
Sex of subject (C) 1 54.24 <l 
AB 1 16.30 (1 
AC l 286.52 1.70 
BC 1 182.98 1.09 
ABC 1 32.90 <.l 
Within cell 71 168.41 
*E. < . 05 
TABLE 9 
Mean Scores for Change in State Depression 
Sex of Retaliation Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack Apology 
Present M 1.60 M ~.00 SD 6.96 SD .99 
Female 
Absent M 6.44 M .80 
SD ~0.71 SD 5.31 
Present M 1.80 M .40 
SD 10.91 SD 12.13 
Male 
Absent M 5.10 M 5.60 
SD 13.18 SD 10.09 
Note.~ N: 10 per cell except in the female-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N = 9. 
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TABLE 10 
S\lillDlary of Analysis of Variance: 
. 
Change in State Depression (N= 79) 
·Source df MS ·F 
-
Attack/Apology (A) l 283.06 2.49 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) 1 ~43. 57 <. 1 
Sex of subject (C) l 48.41 <l 
AB 1 3.46 <l 
AC 1 521.07 4.59* 
BC 1 18.38 <l 
ABC 1 31.52 <l 
Within cell 71 113.51 
*I?.< • 05 
significant variables for the posttest depression measure-
ment. In contrast, the analysis of variance of the dif-
ferences between pretest and posttest measurements (Table 
. . 
10) did produce a significant F value {F~ 4.59, df= 1,71, 
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!?. <. • 05) for the attack condition in interaction with sex of 
subject. Attacked female subjects became more depressed 
than male subjects. Conversely, female subjects receiving 
an apology were less depressed than male subjects receiving 
an apology. 
In order to investigate the differences in the 
significant findings for these two approaches to the data, 
an analysis of the pretest scores was done. Table 11 shows 
the means and standard deviations for the pretest scores. 
'!'he variance of the pretest scores was analyzed by the 
same three factors of attack, retaliation opportunity, and 
sex of subject to check for any initial differences. From 
the summary of the analysis of variance (Table 12), it can 
be seen that the pretest differences were not significant. 
Nevertheless, while not significant, pretest dif-
ferences were possibly contributing to the results of the 
first two analyses. Therefore an analysis of covariance 
was performed with pretest scores as the covariate in 
order to eliminate the pretest differences. All remaining 
variance was thus due to the variance in the posttest state 
depression measurement. 
The analysis of covariance yielded yet another 
·pattern of F values (Table 6, last column). There was a 
TABLE 11 
Mean Scores for Pretest State Depression 
Sex of Retaliation Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack Apology 
Present M 65.80 M 60.90 
SD 25.09 SD 23.63 
Female 
Absent M 62.89 M 64,50 
SD 15,86 S'D 17.41 
Present M 66.70 M 69.10 
8D 13.84 SD 10.56 
Male 
Absent M 6~.00 M 55.00 S'D 1 .75 SD 10.45 
Note.~ N = 10 per cell except in the female-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N =.9. 
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TABLE·l2 
·Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Pretest State Depression (N~ 79) 
Source df MS F 
Attack/Apology (A) 1 283.06 2.49 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) l ~43. 57 1 
Sex of subject (C) 1 48.41 l 
AB 1 3.46 1 
AC 1 521.07 4.59* 
BC 1 18.38 l 
ABC 1 31.52 l 
Within cell 71 113.51 
*I?.< . 05 
trend {F~ 3.12, df: 1,71, ~< .10) for the attack to interact 
with sex of subject {AC). As in the pretest-posttest dif-
ference analysis, attacked female subjects tended to be more 
depressed than attacked male subjects. Again, conversely, 
female subjects receiving an apology were less depressed 
than male subjects in the apology condition. 
Also, the covariate analysis revealed a significant 
I ' 
F value for the main effect of attack {F~ 4.33, df: 1,71, 
~< .05). That is, attacked subjects became significantly 
more depressed than subjects receiving an apology, There-
fore, with these analyses it can be seen that subjects re-
ported not only more state hostility (Table 2), ~ut_ also 
reported becoming more depressed in response to attack 
than in resoonse to the apology conditions, While male and 
female subjects reported similar amounts of hostility in 
response to attack, female subjects showed a strong trend 
to report more depression. Female subjects also differed 
from males in the apology conditions by reporting somewhat 
less depression. 
Two additional findings in relation to sex of subject 
were discovered. Female subjects in the attack condition 
retaliated more in their evaluation of th~ experimenter than 
did males by rating the experimenter more negatively, In 
Table 4 the summary of the analysis of variance shows the 
significant F value for the interaction of attack with sex 
of subject. Female subjects in the apology condition rated 
the experimenter less negatively than did males in that 
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condition. This pattern is parallel to the state depression 
findings. Female subjects both retaliated more and reported 
more state depression in the attack condition than did males. 
Females also retaliated less and reported less depression in 
the apology condition than did males. 
While there were no state hostility differences 
for sex of subject, there was a significant trend (F= 3,76, 
df~ 1,71, ~< .07) for male subjects to report more outward 
hostility than females in all conditions (Table 13). Six 
items from Izard's Adjective Check List (1972) were in-
cluded in the last part of the state adjective rating 
scales given to the subjects, in order to assess outwardly 
directed hostility. The means and standard deviations for 
the scores by condition are shown in Table 14. 
Depression Trait 
It was hypothesized that high trait depression sub-
jects would show less state hostility and more state 
depression than would low trait depression subjects in 
response to the experimental conditions. Subjects 
filled out the trait depression form before the manipula-
tions. 
A median sulit divided the subjects• trait scores 
into a Low and a High trait depression group. Thirty-
eight subjects scored less than 40 while 41 scored 40 
or more. The Low and High groups formed the two levels 
TABLE 13 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Posttest Outward Hostility (N= 79) 
Source 
Attack/Apology (A) 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) 
Sex of subject 
AB 
AC 
BC 
ABC 
Within cell 
*Q. < .05 
te, <. . 07 
(C) 
df MS 
1 93.30 
1 5.45 
1 58.69 
1 .69 
1 6.61 
1 6.51 
1 3.45 
71 15.62 
F 
5.97* 
<l 
3.76+ 
<1 
<l 
.(1 
<1 
TABLE 14 
Mean Scores for Posttest Outward Hostility 
Sex of Retaliation Condition 
Subject Possibility 
Attack Apology 
·Present M 10.20 M 7.20 
SD 5.84 SD 2.13 
Female 
Absent M 8.11 M 7.10 
SD ~ 3.03 SD 1.64 
Present M 11.30 M 8.60 
SD 3.37 SD 3.41 
Male 
Absent M 11.00 M 8.80 
SD 5.13 SD 3.42 
Note.-- N = 10 per cell except in the female-no 
retaliation-attack cell, where N = 9. 
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for the third variable of trait depression in a three way 
analysis of variance. Depression trait was used as a third 
variable rather than as a covariate, in order to see its 
main and interactional effect on the criterion variable. 
As in the above analyses, the first variable was attack, 
and the second variable consisted of the retaliation con-
ditions. This particular three-way analysis of variance 
was then run first using the criterion of change in state 
hostility. The change score was a result of subtracting 
the premanipulation state hostility score from the post-
manipulation measurement. Table 15 shows the means and 
standard deviations for the change~scores. The summary 
of the analysis of variance is shown in Table 16. The 
variable of trait depression did not produce a significant 
! value. High trait depression subjects did not become 
less hostile than did Low trait subjects. The main effect 
of the attack conditions remained, however. 
The same three variables were also used to test the 
second part of the hypothesis that High trait depression 
subjects would become more depressed. For this analysis the 
criterion was the change in state depression scores. As 
for the other analyses, the premanipulation state score 
was subtracted from the postmanipulation score. Table 17 
shows the means and standard deviations for the change in 
depression scores. As the summary of the analysis of 
variance in Table 18 indicates, the variable of trait 
depression was again insignificant. High trait depression 
·TABLE 15 
Mean Scores for Change in State Hostility 
Depression Retaliation Condition 
Trait Possibility 
Attack Apology 
Present M 13.33 M ~.00 SD 24.22 SD .93 
N 6 N 12 
Low ~ 
Absent M 9.55 M 6.22 
SD 10.16 SD 14.02 
N 11 N 9 
Present M 5.14 M 0.00 
S'D 10.14 S'D 12.75 
r 14 N 8 
High 
-1.18 Absent M 10.00 M 
S'D 11.78 S'D 11.07 
N 8 N 11 
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·TABLE 16 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
Change in State Hostility (N= 79) 
Source -df MS F 
-
Attack/Apology (A) 1 1033.62 6.17* 
Retaliation 
opportunity (B) 1 11.22 <1 
Trait 
depression (C) 1 378.40 2.26 
AB 1 1.01 (1 
AC 1 8.19. (1 
BC 1 20.70 (1 
ABC 1 195.50 1.17 
Within cell 71 167.51 
*Q.< .05 
TABLE 17 
·Mean Scores for Change in State Depression 
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TABLE 18 
Summary of Analysis of Variance: 
. 
Change in State Depression {N: 79) 
Source df MS F 
Attack/Apology (A) l 443.07 4.07* 
Retaliation 
opportunity {B) 1 149.13 1.37 
Trait 
depression (C) l 101.75 <. l 
AB 1 53.36 <l 
AC 1 288.27 2.65 
BC 1 1.56 <l 
ABC 1 321.08 2.95t 
Within cell 71 108.96 
subjects did not become more depressed. Thus, the trait 
depression measure did not contribute to predicting the 
measured experimental change in state measurements. 
Trait and State Measurements of Hostility and Depression 
'!'he Campbell-Fiske model (1959) of convergent and 
discriminant validation was used to investigate the trait 
measures and the pretest and posttest state measures. 
Convergent validation involves seeing whether two measures 
of the same construct are significantly related. Two 
methods measuring different constructs should diverge, 
in contrast. 
First, the results of the different methods measur-
ing hostility were examined. Table 19 presents the inter-
correlations for the measures based on the total group of 
subjects. Measurements of hostility were not found to be 
highly correlated across methods. The correlation between 
the hostility trait and state methods taken at the same 
time was only .49. The correlation across methods for 
depression, however, did demonstrate a higher convergence 
of .68. 
The state measurements of each affect taken at 
different times (pretest and posttest) yielded high cor-
relations. The first state measurement of hostility 
correlated .70 with the second state measurement. The 
first state measurement of depression correlated even 
'higher, r = .84, with the second state measurement. Since 
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'TABLE 19 
Correlation Matrix of Trait and State Measurements 
{N: 79) 
Depression Hostility 
trait pre- post- trait pre- post-
Depression test test test test 
state state state state 
trait 
pre-
.68 test 
state 
post-
.84 test .57 
state 
Hostility 
.41 .41 .36 trait 
pre-
.66 .86 ~76 . 49 test 
state 
post-
.44 . 69 test .87 .35 ' . 10 
state 
these pretest and posttest measurements use essentially 
the same method, they should be positively correlated. 
When the correlations were examined for discrimina-
tion between hostility and depression, there was a dif-
ference between the trait and state methods. The trait 
measure for hostility correlated only .41 with the trait 
measure for depression. Th.is finding shows a divergence 
between the constructs when compared to the depression 
heteromethod correlations. In other words, the three 
measures of depression were more highly correlated than 
were the trait measures of depression and hostility. 
The trait measures of hostility and' depression (!= .41) 
were only slightly less correlated than were the hetero-
method measurements of hostility(!= .49). Th.us, de-
_pression was successfully measured by different methods, 
and discriminated from hostility with the trait method 
used. Hostility was successfully separated from depression 
by the trait measure but not by the state measurements. 
C~PTERV 
DISCUSSION 
The main purpose of this experiment was to measure 
subjects' changes in hostility and depression in response 
to being attacked and to having a chance to retaliate. As 
measured by the posttest adjective rating scale, attacked 
subjects did become significantly more hostile than subjects 
in the apology conditions. Attacked subjects also utilized 
the retaliation opportunity to evaluate the experimenter 
significantly more negatively than did subjects in the 
apology conditions. 
However, the data did not support the first hypoth-
esis, that hostility decreases after being expressed through 
retaliation against the aggressor. Attacked subjects given 
the opportunity to retaliate were not significantly less 
hostile than attacked subjects not given an opportunity to 
retaliate. Since the attacked subjects did become more hos-
tile, and did retaliate when given the opportunity, it would 
appear that the retaliation procedure was ineffective in 
reducing the subjects' aroused hostility. 
The second hYPothesis of an inverse relationship 
between unexpressed hostility and depression was ~lso 
unsupported. The opportunity to express hostility in the 
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form of a negative evaluation did not significantly 
effect either state hostility or depression. Rather, there 
was a high positive correlation between state hostility and 
depression both before and after the experimental manipula-
tion. While the correlations were highly positive, the 
amount of state hostility and depression increased after 
the manipulation for attacked subjects. Subjects thus 
became both more hostile and more depressed after the at-
tack. Subjects receiving an apology did not become more 
hostile or depressed after the manipulation. 
There was a lack of strong support for the hypoth-
esis that males would show more ho~tility in response to 
attack than would females. The posttest state measures 
did not show attacked males to differ significantly in 
hostility from attacked females. Attacked males did re-
port significantly more outward hostility than did females 
on the six outward hostility items added to the affect 
rating scale. On the other hand, attacked females rated 
the experimenter significantly more negatively than did 
attacked males. 
The second part of the third hypothesis received 
some support. There was a strong trend for attacked 
female subjects to be more depressed than attacked male 
subjects. Conversely, females who received an apology 
were less depressed than males in the apology conditions. 
The trait-state hypothesis was that high trait 
depression subjects would become less hostile and more 
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depressed in response to attack than would subjects with 
low trait depression. There was no significant finding 
here for trait depression, in contrast to the more complex 
trends for the variable of sex ,, - subject, 
The several results inconsistent with the study•s 
hypotheses raise additional questions for understanding 
what happened in the experiment. First of all, the op-
portunity to negatively evaluate the experimenter did not 
effect the subjects' reported hostility or depression. 
Since attacked subjects did become more aroused after the 
attack, one possibility is that there was no ~elief for 
the subject as long as he or she s~ill had to interact 
with the experimenter for the duration of the session. 
There was no third person as in Bramel, Taub, and Blum's 
(1968) study to whom the hostility could be directed. 
Future research on the dimensions along which catharsis 
in the experimenter-subject relationship could occur 
would be helpful. 
One of the major issues raised by the experiment 
was the high correlations between the state measures of 
hostility and depression. This finding is surprising 
in the light of the literature which reports a complex 
relationship between these two variables. The next step 
is to determine whether (or to what degree) the high cor-
relation was due to an increase of negative affect per se, 
or to a methodological problem in the measures in distinguish-
ing between hostility and depression. Subjects may have felt 
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a general arousal in negative affect. However, they 
may not have been able to differentiate whether they· were 
feeling angry or depressed. 
Another possibility is that the two affects do 
occur together under some conditions in response to 
attack. Subjects may well experience both anger and dis-
tress and sadness in resnonse to a verbal attack. However, 
this interpretation is less likely than the preceding one 
as the two state measures correlated just about as highly 
before as after the manipulation~ The problem in inter-
preting the results is probably due more to methodological 
problems with the state measures. 'As Saklofske (1971) 
pointed out, trait-state correlations are highest for the 
trait of anxiety, then depression, and then hostility is 
lowest. Saklofske has focused more on the measurement 
of direction of hostil-ity in his state scale, which may 
lead to greater divergence between hostility and depres-
sion. One useful area of future research would be the 
validation of more state measures of these affects. 
Depression also seems more difficult than frus-
tration or anxiety to study in the laboratory. Depressive 
stimuli are less defined than those of anxiety in the 
literature. Depression can be triggered by a situation of 
loss to a person, but the factors of self-esteem and blame 
are also probably significant factors. In this study, 
subjects certainly responded to the experimenter's attack 
with distress. 
Whereas male subjects had been hypothesized to res-
pond to attack with more hostility than female subjects, 
it was actually the attacked female subjects who responded 
with a more negative evaluation of the experimenter than 
did males. This finding raises the question of why the 
females retaliated more strongly when reporting no more 
hostility than males. Part of the answer may be asso-
ciated with the finding that females also retaliated less 
than males in the apology conditions. One explanation 
would be that females are more sensitive to outside eval-
uations of themselves~whether positive or negative. 
Simkins {1961) offered this explanation for his similar 
finding that attacked female subjects used more hostile 
verbs than did male subjects. Since attacked female 
subjects in the present study showed more state depres-
sion than males, and less depression than males in the 
apology conditions, this effect might also be related 
to the subjects' responsiveness to outside evaluation. 
Another consideration in the present study is the factor 
of the sex of the experimenter. Since the experimenter 
was female, she may have been attacked less than a male 
would have been. 
72 
73 
SUMMARY 
Seventy-nine subjects received either a verbal at-
tack or an apology following a 25-minute delay. Subjects 
completed trait and state measures of depression and hos-
tility before the condition manipulations, and state meas-
urements afterwards. Half of the subjects had an oppor-
tunity to evaluate the experimenter negatively whereas 
the other half had no opportunity. 
Basically, attacked subjects became more hostile 
and more depressed than did subjec~s receiving an apology. 
However, the four hypotheses of the study were not con-
firmed overall. Hostility did not decrease with the neg-
ative evaluation of the experimenter. Subjects who did 
not have a chance to evaluate the experimenter were not 
more depressed than those who did, Male subjects did not 
report more hostility, except for outward hostility, than 
did females. Female subjects did show a trend toward 
more depression than males in resoonse to attack, which 
was in the predicted direction. Depression trait did 
not have a significant effect on the state response. 
State depression and hostility was found to cor-
relate highly both before and after the experimental 
manipulation. One methodological problem is whether the 
two affects were being measured separately. In general, 
the data for state hostility and depression in response 
to attack in this study was not consistent with the 
inhibition of aggression theory of depression. 
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AFFECT RATING SCALE - FORM .!'._ 
DIRECTIONS: Below are several descriptive sentences about how people feel. For 
each sentence circle the number beside the phrase which describes how often you 
generall~ feel tho various moods. 
1. I feel that life is worthwhile. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not 1. 
2. When I wake up in the morning I expect to have a miserable day. 
Always 9, Almost always 8, Very frequently 7, Freque.ntly 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
3. I wish I were never born. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not 1. 
4. I feel that there i.s more disappointment in life than satisfaction. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not 1. 
5. I want to run away from everything. 
Always 9, Alcost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
6. My future looks hopeful and pronising. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not 1. 
7. When I get up in the morning I expect to have an interesting day. 
Always 9, Alnost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
8. Living is a wonderful adventure for me. 
Always 9, Almost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
9. I am a happy person. 
Always 9, Aloost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
10. Things have worked out well for oe. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not l, 
11. The future looks so gloomy that I wonder if I should go on. 
Always 9, Aloost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
12. I feel that life is drudgery and boredom. 
l\.lways 9, Alnont always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Almost never 2, Never 1. 
13. I feel blue and depressed. 
Always 9, Alnost always 8, Very frequently 7, Frequently 6, Fairly often 5, 
Occasionally 4, Rarely 3, Aloost never 2, Never 1. 
14. When I look back I think life has been good to me. 
Absolutely 9, Very definitely 8, Definitely 7, Probably 6, Possibly 5, 
Probably not 4, Definitely not 3, Very definitely not 2, Absolutely not 1. 
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AFFECT QUESTIONNAIRE - FORM ! 
DIRECTIONS: If at all posRible answer all questions, being sure to choose only 
one answer, "True" or "Fillse." Circle the "T" or "F" answer that is nearest 
true for you. 
1. I seldom strike back, even if someone hits me first ••••••••••• T F 
2. I lose my temper easily but get over it quickly •••••••••••••••• T F 
3. I don't seem to get what's coming to me •••••••••.•••••••••••• T F 
4. I know that people tend to talk about me behind my back •••••••• T F 
5. When I disapprove of my friends' behavior, I let then know it •• T F 
6. The few times I have cheated, I have suffered unbearable 
feelings of remorse. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
7. I never get mad enough to throw things. •••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
8. When someone makes a rule I don't like I am tempted to break it.T F 
9. I sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel ashamed of 
myself. . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T F 
10. I can think of no good reason for ever hitting anyone, ••••••• T F 
11. I am irritated a great deal more than people are aware of •••••• T F 
12. There are a number of people who seem to dislike me very much. T F 
13. I can't help getting into arguments when people disagree with 
me. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • T F 
14. People who shirk on the job must feel very guilty •••••••••••• T F 
15, When I look back on what's happened to me, I can't help 
feeling mildly resentful . .......•.•..••...........••...••.••• T F 
16. It depresses me that I did not do more for my parents •••••••• T F 
17. Whoever insults me or my family is asking for a fight. • •••••• T F 
J.8. I never play practical jokes. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
19. When people are bossy, I take my time just to show them. T F 
20. I sometimes have the feeling that others are laughing at me ••• T F 
21. Even when ny anger is aroused, I don't use "strong language." T F 
22. I am concerned ~bout being forgiven for my sins. • ••••••••••• T F 
23. I sometimes pout when I don't get my own way. ••••••••••••••• T F 
24. I often feel like a powder keg ready to explode. • ••••••••••• T F 
25. Although I don't show it, I am sometimes eaten up with jealousy.T F 
26, When people yell at me, I yell back. ••••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
27. I do many things that make me feel remorseful afterward ••••••• T F 
28. If I let people see the way I feel, I'd be considered a hard 
person to get along with. • •......•....•.••..••.•.••..•.•..•• T F 
29. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may have 
for doing something nice for me. • ••••••••••••••..••••••••••• T F 
30. I could not put someone in his place, even if he needed it. T F 
31. Failure gives me a feeling of remorse. •••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
32. I get into fights about as often as the next person. • ••••••• T F 
33. I can remember being so angry that I picked up the nearest 
thing and broke it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T F 
34. I can't help being a little rude to people I don't like ••••••• T F 
35. When I do wrong, my conscience punishes me severely. •••••••• T F 
36. If someone doesn't treat ma right, I don't let it annoy me •••• T F 
37. I have no enenies who really wish to harm me ••••••••••••••••••• T F 
38. When arguinr;, I tend to raise cy voice. ••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
39. I often feel that I have not lived the right kind of life, •• , •• T F 
40. I have known people who pushed me so far that we came to blows. T F 
41. Lately, I have been kind of grouch. ••••••••••••••••••••••••• T F 
42. I would rather concede a point than get into an argument about 
it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T F 
' 
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AFFECT RATING SCALE - FORM ~ 
DIRECTIONS: On this sheet you will find words which describe different kinds of 
moods and feelings. Circle the number which best reflects the intensity of the 
feeling you have toward (within, about) yourself at this moment. Some of the words 
may sound alike, but mark all the words as to h~w they describe your present 
feelings. Work rapidly. 
1 2 3 4 5 
very slightly slightly moderately considerably very strongly 
or not at all 
1. acti.ve 1 2 3 4 5 45. oppressed 1 2 3 4 5 
2. afflicted 1 2 3 4 5 46. outraged 1 2 3 4 5 
3. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 47. polite 1 2 3 4 5 
4. amiable 1 2 3 4 5 48. sad 1 2 3 4 5 
s. angry 1 2 3 4 5 49. safe 1 2 3 4 5 
6. bitter 1 2 3 4 5 so. storny 1 2 3 4 5 
7. blissful 1 2 3 4 5 51. strong 1 2 3 4 5 
8. broken 1 2 3 4 5 52. sunny 1 2 3 4 5 
9. broken-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 53. sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 
10. cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 54. tarae 1 2 3 4 5 
11. criticized 1 2 3 4 5 55. tender 1 2 3 4 5 
12. cruel 1 2 3 4 5 56. tortured 1 2 3 4 5 
13. delighted 1 2 3 4 5 57. understandins 1 2 3 4 5 
14. destroyed 1 2 3 4 5 58. unwanted l 2 3 4 5 
15. disagreeable 1 2 3 4 5 59. unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 
16. discontented 1 2 3 4 5 60. vexed 1 2 3 4 5 
17. disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 61. weary 1 2 3 4 5 
18, dreamy 1 2 3 4 5 62. willful l 2 3 4 5 
19. droopy 1 2 3 4 5 63. wilted 1 2 3 4 5 
20. downcast 1 2 3 4 5 64. wonderful 1 2 3 4 5 
21. dull 1 2,, 3 4 5 65. wretched 1 2 3 4 5 
22. ecstatic 1 2 3 4 5 For the following items, rate the extent to which 
23. enraged 1 2 3 4 5 each word describes your feelings toward (with, at) 
24. enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 others at this moment. 
25. failure 1 2 3 4 5 --66-.-disinterested 
26. fine 1 2 3 4 5 in others 1 2 3 4 5 
27. friendly 1 2 3 4 5 67. angry at 
28. furious 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
29. gay 1 2 3 4 5 68. contenptuous 
30. e;loomy 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
31. good-natured 1 2 3 4 5 69. raad at others 1 2 3 4 5 
32. grieved 1 2 3 4 5 70. revulsion 
33. happy 1 2 3 4 5 toward others l 2 3 4 5 
34. hopeless 1 2 3 4 5 71. disdainful 
35. irritated 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
36. joyous 1 2 3 4 5 72. others as 
37. kindly 1 2 3 4 5 unattractive 1 2 3 4 5 
38. lie; ht-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 73. others as 
39. listless 1 2 3 4 5 distasteful 1 2 3 4 5 
40. low-spirited 1 2 3 4 5 74. bitter toward 
41. i;iad 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
42. ncan 1 2 3 4 5 75. envious of 
43. niserable 1 2 3 4 5 others' joy 1 2 3 4 5 
44. of fonded 1 " 3 4 5 76. suspicious .I.. 
of others 1 2 3 4 5 
\ 
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AFFECT RATING SCALE - FORM E 
--- -- ---
DIRECTIONS: On this sheet you will find words which describe different kintls of 
moods and feelings. Circle the number which best reflects the intensity of the 
feeling you have toward (within, about) yourself at this moment. Some of the words 
may sound alike, but mark all the words as to how they describe your present 
feelings. Work rapidly. 
1 2 3 4 5 
"rery slightly slightly moderately considerably very 
or not at all strongly 
1. active 1 2 3 4 5 46. mad 1 2 3 4 5 
2. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 47. mean 1 2 3 4 5 
3. amiable 1 2 3 4 5 48. offended 1 2 3 4 5 
4. t1'l#gry •·. 1 2 3 4 5 49. outraged 1 2 3 4 5 
5. apatb.etic 1 2 3 4 5 50. peaceful 1 2 3 4 5 
6. awful 1 2 3 4 5 51. polite 1 2 3 4 5 
7. bitter 1 2 3 4 5 52. safe 1 2 3 4 5 
8. blissful 1 2 3 4 5 53. strong 1 2 3 4 5 
9. blue 1 2 3 4 5 54. stormy 1 2 3 4 5 
10. broken 1 2 3 4 5 55. sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 
11. burdened 1 2 3 4 5 56. tame 1 2 3 4 5 
12. chained 1 2 3 4 5 57. tender 1 2 3 4 5 
13. cheerless 1 2 3 4 5 58. tortured 1 2 3 4 5 
14. composed 1 2 3 4 5 59. understanding 1 2 3 4 5 
15. cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 60. unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 
16. criticized l" 2 3 4 5 61. unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 
17. cruel 1 2 3 4 5 62. vexed 1 2 3 4 5 
18. dejected 1 2 3 4 5 6".\. vigorous 1 2 3 4 5 
19. delighted 1 2 3 4 5 64. well 1 2 3 4 5 
20. disagreeable 1 2 3 4 5 65. wonderful 1 2 3 4 5 
21. discontented l 2 3 4 5 66. willful 1 2 3 4 5 
22. disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 67. wilted 1 2 3 4 5 
23. dispirited 1 2 3 4 5 For the following items, rate the extent to which 
24. distressed 1 2 3 4 5 each word describes your feelings toward (with,at) 
25. downcast 1 2 3 4 5 others at this moment. 
26. ecstatic 1 2 3 4 5 68":" disinterested 
27. enraged 1 2 3 4 5 in others 1 2 3 4· 5 
28. finished 1 2 3 4 5 69. angry at 
29. fit 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
30. friendly 1 2 3 4 5 70. revulsion 
31. forlorn 1 2 3 4 5 toward others 1 2 3 4 5 
32. free 1 2 3 4 5 71. disdainful 
33. furious 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
34. glum 1 2 3 4 5 72. contemptuous 
35. good 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
36. good-natured 1 2 3 4 5 73. others as 
37. great 1 2 3 4 5 unattractive 1 2 3 4 5 
38. happy 1 2 3 4 5 74. others as 
39. hopeless 1 2 3 4 5 distasteful 1 2 3 4 5 
40. irritated 1 2 3 4 5 75. bitter toward 
41. kindly 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
42. listless 1 2 3 4 5 76. envious of 
43. lonely 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
44. lost 1 2 3 4 5 77. suspicious 
45. lucky 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
78. mad at 
others 1 2 3 4 5 
ATTITUDE CHECK LIST 
DIRECTIONS: If at all possible answer all questions, being sure to choose only 
one answer, "Yes," "no,""?" (undcc-ided). Write an x ·under the answer that is 
nearest true for you, 
Answers 
YES NO ? 
1. Do you ordinarily like to be with people rather than 
alone? ......... e ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I' ••••• 
2. Do you have soc:tnl ease? ................. , .. , ............... , 
3. Do you lack self-confidence? .••.•..•••••••••.•.•...••.•••.••• 
4. Do you feel that you get enough praise? •••••••••••••••••••••• 
5. Do you often have a feeling of resentment against 
the world? ......... e ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
6. Do you think people like you as much as they do 
otl1ers? . ......... , .......................................... . 
7. Do you worry too long over humiliating experiences?.......... • ••••••••••• 
8. Can you be comfortable with yourself? •••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••• 
9. Are you generally an unselfish person? •••••• , •••••••••••••• , ••• , ••••••••• 
10. Do you tend to avoid unpleasantness by running away? •••••••••••••••••••••• 
11. Do you often have a feeling of loneliness even when 
you are witl1 people? ... .................................................... . 
12. Do you feel that you are getting a square deal in life? •••••••••••••••••• 
13. When your friends criticize you, do you usually take 
it well? ................................................................. . 
14. Do you get discouraged easily? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
15. Do you usually feel friendly toward most people? •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
16. Do you often feel that life is not worth living? ••••••••••••••••••• , , •••• , 
17. Are you generally optiraistic?.a••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
18. Do yon consider yourself a rather nervous person? ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
19. fxe you in general a happy person? ....................................... . 
20. Are you ordinarily quite sure of yourself? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
21. Are you often self-conscious? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
22. Do you tend to be dissatisfied with yourself? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
23. Are you frequently in low spirits? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
24. When you oeet people for the first tine do you 
usually feel they will not like you? •.•....•..•••••••••••..••.•••••..••..• 
25. Do you have '~enough faith in yourself? •••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• , 
26. Do you feel in general most people can be trusted? •••••••••••••••••••••••. 
27. Do you feel that you are useful in the world? ••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••. 
··: 
: .. , 
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DESCRIPTIVE MOOD FORM 
DIRECTIONS: Place an "X" along the continuum for each pair of adjectives to 
indicate how you feel RIGHT NOW. 
I I I I I I I I I I I 
unhappy happy 
I I I I I I I I I I I 
enerp,etic tired 
~'~~''-----'"l~-'-'~-'-'~-''----''~~l~~'~~l---,--1 
miserable pleasant 
I I I I I I I I I I I 
full hunp,ry 
I I I I I I I I I I I 
anery iadifferent 
.. 
I I I ______ L ___ l ______ j_ ___ I I I I I 
rel.<1xcd tense 
I I I I I 
cheerful 
~'~~l~_l~~/ __ ~l~~l~-1~~/~~'~~l~I 
flexible firm 
EXf'ERI!lENTER EVALUATION FORM 
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 
GRADUATE CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY DIVISION 
The Clinical Psychology Division is interested in knowing how you as a 
research subject evaluate your experimenter. Some of the graduate students 
conducting these.research projects will eventually be working with clinical 
populations as therapists and teachers. It is important for us to have feed-
back from people who have had some contact with the graduate student. Please 
evaluate your experimenter along the following dimensions. A summary of this 
information will go into the experimenter's permanent file for consideration 
in the granting of research funds and training in clinical work. When you 
ha,re nniRhed fi1ling out thi~ sheet, detach it and seal it in the attached 
envelope. The experimenter is required to hand the envelope unopened to the 
secretary for the Research Evaluation Committee • 
.:.·- . LL 
Did you find your experimenter for ,:)1.9~.~ah-<..<.~<J 
Cnamef/of experiment) 
very 
incompetent 
very 
discourteous 
very 
untrustworthy 
very 
insensitive 
(Place an "X" along the line) 
to be: 
very 
competent 
very 
courteous 
very 
trustworthy 
very 
sensitive 
~ 
VP:·y 
. •· -···-·· -· L .. _. __.__J_ ___ ~--~--_._ __ __. 
; Hrd'·fi, ": i en t 
very 
efficient 
Be sure to seal this sheet in the attached envelope. Thank you. 
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AFFECT RATING SCALE - FOi?~I B 
-- ---
DIRECTIONS: On this sheet you will find words which describe different kinds of 
moods and feelings. Circle the number which best reflects the intensity of the 
feeling you have toward (within, about) yourself ~ this oooent. Some of the words 
may sound alike, but mark all the words as to how they describe your present 
feelings. Work rapidly. 
1 2 3 4 5 
very slightly slightly moderately considerably very strongly 
or not at all 
1. kindly 1 2 3 4 5 45. disagreeable 1 2 3 4 5 
2. downhearted 1 2 3 4 5 46. of fended 1 2 3 4 5 
3. lively 1 2 3 4 5 47. sorrowful 1 2 3 4 5 
4. cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 48. wonderful 1 2 3 4 5 
5. unfeeling 1 2 3 4 5 49. enraged l 2 3 4 5 
6. angry 1 2 3 4 5 50. bleak l 2 3 4 5 
7. alone 1 2 3 4 5 51. light 1 2 3 4 5 
8. tender 1 2 3 4 5 52. oad 1 2 3 4 5 
9. unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 53. morbid 1 2 3 4 5 
10. blissful 1 2 3 4 5 54. disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 
11. alive 1 2 3 4 5 55. willful 1 2 3 4 5 
12. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 56. heavy-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 
13. terrible 1 2 3 4 5 57. easy-going 1 2 3 4 5 
14. polit~ 1 2 3 4 5 58. gray l 2 3 4 5 
15. delighted l 2 3 4 5 59. mean 1 2 3 4 5 
16. poor 1 2 3 4 5 60. melancholy l 2 3 4 5 
17. tame 1 2 3 4 5 61. hopeful 1 2 3 4 5 
18. outraged l 2 3 4 5 62. discontented 1 2 3 4 5 
19. forlorn l 2 3 4 5 63. mashed 1 2 3 4 5 
20. alert 1 2 3 4 5 64. furious l 2 3 4 5 
21. vexed 1 2 3 4 5 65. unlucky 
22. understanding 1 .. 2 3 4 5 For the following items, rate the extent to which 
23, exhasted 1 2 3 4 5 each word describes your feelings toward (with, at 
24. amiable 1 2 3 4 5 others at this nomcnt. 
25. heartsick l 2 3 4 5 66.--;i'isinterested 
26. bright 1 2 3 4 5 in others 1 2 3 4 5 
27. stomy l 2 3 4 5 67. angry at 
28. ecstatic 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
29. glum 1 2 3 4 5 68. contemptuos 
30. irritated 1 2 3 4 5 of others l ·2 3 4 5 
31. desolate 1 2 3 4 5 69. mad at others l 2 3 4 5 
32. bitter . 1 2 3 4 5 70. revulsion 
33. good-natured 1 2 3 4 5 toward others 1 2 3 4 5 
34. COl!lposed 1 2 3 4 5 71. disdainful 
35. clean 1· 2 3 4 5 of others l 2 3 4 5 
36. sympathetic l 2 3 4 5 72. others as 
37. dispirited 1 2 3 4 5 unattractive 1 2 3 4 5 
38. happy l 2 3 4 5 73. others as 
39. unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 distasteful l 2 3 4 5 
40. moody 1 2 3 4 5 74. bitter toward ... 
41. pleased l 2 3 4 5 others l 2 3 4 5 
42. cruel 1 2 3 4 s 75. envious of 
43. friendly 1 2 3 4 s others l 2 3 4 5 
44. dead 1 2 3 4 s 76. suspicious 
of others 1 2 3 4 s 
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AFFECT R \TI:W SCALE - FORM ! 
DIRECTIONS: On this sheet you will find words which describe diHe···c11t kinds 
------
of.moods and feelings, Circle the number which best reflects the intensity of 
the feeling you have toward (within, about) yourself at this moment. Some 
of the words may sound alike, but mark all the words as to how they describe 
your present feelings. Work rapidly. 
1 2 3 4 5 
very slightly sli3htly moderately considerably very 
or not at all strongly 
1. lively 1 2 3 4 5 46. grieved 1 2 3 4 5 
2. sorrowful 1 2 3 4 5 47. furious 1 2 3 4 5 
3. disgusted 1 2 3 4 5 48. sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 
4. uneasy 1 2 3 4 5 49. low 1 2 3 4 5 
5. agreeable 1 2 3 4 5 50. steady 1 2 3 4 5 
6. unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 51. tame 1 2 3 4 5 
7. mad 1 2 3 4 5 52. wretched 1 2 3 4 5 
8. blissful 1 2 3 4 5 53. wonderful 1 2 3 4 5 
9. tormented 1 2 3 4 5 54. terrible 1 2 3 4 5 
10. amiable 1 2 3 4 5 55. inspired 1 2 3 4 5 
11. low-spirited 1 2 3 4 5 56. stormy 1 2 3 4 5 
12. clean 1 2 3 4 5 57. woeful 1 2 3 4 5 
13. cruel 1 2 3 4 5 58. irritnted 1 2 3 4 5 
14. delighted 1 2 3 4 5 59. unworthy 1 2 3 4 5 
15. discouraged 1 2 3 4 5 60. joyous 1 2 3 4 5 
16. polite 1 2 3 4 5 61. destroyed 1 2 3 4 5 
17. suffering 1 2 3 4 5 62. discontented 1 2 3 4 5 
18. friendly 1 2 3 4 5 63. enraged 1 2 3 4 5 
19. easy-going 1 2 3 4 5 64. unconcerned 1 2 3 4 5 
20. broken-hearted 1 2 3 4 5 65. offended 1 2 3 4 5 
2L good-natured 1 2 3 4 5 66. somber 1 2 3 4 5 
22. downhearted 1 2 3 4 5 67. willful 1 2 3 4 5 
23. ecstatic l 2 3 4 5 For the following items, rate the extent to whic't 
24. vexed 1 2 3 4 5 each word describes your feelings toward (with, a 
25. washed out 1 2 3 4 5 others at this moment. 
26. playful 1 2 3 4 5 68.-aisinterested 
27. angry 1 2 3 4 5 in others 1 2 3 4 5 
28. tender 1 2 3 4 5 69. angry at 
29. joyless 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
30. outraged 1 2 3 4 5 70. revulsion 
31. mean 1 2 3 4 5 toward others 1 2 3 4 5 
32. happy 1 2 3 4 5 71. disdainful 
33. despairing 0 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
34. bitter 1 2 3 4 5 72. contemptuous 
35. rejected 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
36. gay 1 2 3 4 5 73. others as 
37. understanding 1 2 3 4 5 unattractive 1 2 3 4 5 
38. crestfallen 1 2 3 4 5 74. others as 
39. friendly 1 2 3 4 5 distasteful 1 2 3 4 5 
40. successful 1 2 3 4 5 75. bitter toward 
41. disagreeable 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
!~2. jolly 1 2 3 4 5 76. envious of 
43. deserted 1 2 3 4 5 others 1 2 3 4 5 
44. cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 77. suspicious 
45. kindly 1 2 3 4 5 of others 1 2 3 4 5 
78. mad at others 1 2 3 4 5 
APPENDIX B 
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CONDrI'IONS !, !!:!_: 
What do you think this experi.'1lent is about? _____________ _ 
How are you feeling right now? ____________________ _ 
CONDITION EXPLANATION: By random assignment you were placed in the insult 
group which I then arbitrarily insulted. The reason that I treated you in an 
insulting way was to mak,r, you angry. I needed to make you angry to see how 
your feelings would change. Anger, as you may know, is an important affect, 
especially to the dynamics of depression. Do you understand what I was trying 
to do?--------------------------------
Depression is probably the most common, painful emotional condition in our 
society. However, the dynamics of depression are not well understood. I hope 
that this research will help clarify a basic dyna.'1lic. I'm sorry that I had 
to keep you waiting and then yell at you. I considered other ways to make 
subjects angry, and this was tho least harmful, yet effective way that I 
could uso. 
Please don't tell anyone about this experiment. If you toll people about 
tho manipulation, tho rosoarch results will not be valid and our effort will 
be wasted. If you are intorostod in tho results of this study, contact mo 
at tho end of tho torr.i and I will explain what I have found out. 
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CONDITIONS C & D: 
What do you think this experiment is about?~~~~~~-~~~~~ 
How are you feeling right now?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
CONDITION EXPLANATION: By random assignment you were placed in the 
delay group which I then had to detain for several minutes. The 
reason that I treated you in this way, and then apologized to you, 
was to study how your feelings changed. I needed to know how a 
frustrating but nonpersonal delay related to your anger. Anger, 
as you may know, is an important affect, especially to the dynamics 
of depression. Do you understand what I was trying to do? 
Depression is probably the most common, painful emotional 
condition in our society. However, the dynamics of depression are 
not well understood. I hope that this research will help clarify 
a basic dynamic. I'm sorry that I had to keep you waiting. I 
considered other ways to frustrate subjects, and this was the 
least harmful, yet effective way that I could use. 
Please don't tell anyone about this experiment. If you tell 
people about the manipulation, the research results will not be 
valid and our effort will be wasted. If you are interested in 
the results of this study, contact me at the end of the term 
and I will explain what I have found out. 
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